










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 1）　『ビヒモス』は、Thomas Hobbes, Behemoth, or, The Long Parliament; edited by 
PaulSeaward（Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2014）をテキストとして使用し、訳
文は山田園子訳（岩波書店、2014年）を使用したが、必要に応じて変更し
ている。
 2）　Hobbes, op. cit., pp. 169─174 /邦訳 87─94頁にアルストリからの引用があり
受動的服従と能動的服従の区別が記述されている。
 3）　ヒュームのエッセイについては、David Hume, Essays, Moral, Political, and 




 4）　バークリーの著作については、The Works of George Berkeley, Bishop of 
Cloyne, edited by A.A. Luce and T.E. Jessop, v. 6.（Edinburgh: Thomas Nelson 
and Sons, 1948）を使用し、訳出と引用を行った。引用・訳出の際は略号W
を用い頁数を示した。
 5）　W, p. 14.
 6）　ヒュームの著作は、David Hume, A Treaties of Human Nature. edited by David 
















 8）　Hobbes, op. cit., pp. 169─174 /邦訳 87─94頁．
 9）　W, p. 15.
10）　T3.2.9.4 / 552.
11）　T3.2.10.2 / 554.
12）　George, Berkeley. Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, Oxford 







16）　Es, 69 /邦訳 189頁（下）.
17）　「受動的服従について」は、出版は 1748年であるが執筆は 1745年以降であ













位継承について」（Of the Protestant Succession）と並べて、「受動的服従につ
いて」のエッセイが挙げられる。（The Letters of David Hume, 2 vols., edited 
by J. Y. T. Greig.［Oxford: Clarendon Press. 1932］-, p. 112: Letter63 To 





21）　Es, p. 488 /邦訳 155頁．
22）　Harris, James A. Hume: An Intellectual Biography（Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2015）, p. 239.
23）　Es, ‘Of the Coalition of Parties’, pp. 493─494 /邦訳 160頁．
24）　W, p. 17.
25）　ロックもまた『統治二論』において「絶対君主もまた、人間にすぎない」
と論じる。（John, Locke. Two Treatises of Government. edited by Peter Laslett








32）　Es, p. 497 /邦訳 155頁．
33）　Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, edited by Edwin Curley（Indianapolis: Hackett, 





34）　Es, p. 490 /邦訳 156頁．













44）　Es, p. 490 /邦訳 156頁．
45）　Es, pp. 490─491 /邦訳 156─157頁．
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On Passive Obedience: 
Theories of Passive Obedience in Berkeley and Hume
OHTAWA, Akiko
　In this paper, I undertake a comparative study of two theories of passive 
obedience. One theory is by George Berkeley, and the other is by David Hume. 
Berkeley’s theory is a defense of passive obedience, i.e. absolute non-resistance 
with suffering, which he derives from the idea of the law of nature as made by 
God. Hume’s, on the other hand, is actually a critique of it and offers a qualified 
defense of the right of resistance. The comparison is intended to answer the 
following questions: First, how is passive obedience perceived by Berkeley and 
Hume? Second, how do they view the right of resistance? And third, what, in their 
opinion, are the grounds of political obligation, i.e. the reasons why the subjects 
ought to obey the supreme authority in the state.
　Berkeley’s and Hume’s views of political obligation are in sharp contrast, and 
their conflict is most apparent with respect to the right of resistance. Berkeley 
prioritizes the duty of obedience, which he calls ‘loyalty’, over the law of self-
preservation, while stressing the role of moral duties imposed by the law of 
nature. On the other hand, Hume consistently claims that the public interest or the 
interest of society overrides the formal requirement of any law, and at times he 
even goes so far as to stress that the law of self-preservation prevails in cases of 
emergency. We can conclude from the comparison that Berkeley’s theory makes 
use of the idea that teaching people the duties of the law of nature serves to curb 
their desires, and keep more men away from evil actions. On the other hand, 
Hume has no need to invoke God, and acknowledges that in emergency situations 
where the public interest is threatened, subjects may exercise the right of 
resistance against a tyrant. It is a remedy for the subjects in those exceptional 
circumstances while in normal everyday life their primary duty is to obey the 
magistrate. This view is based on the idea that we should respect the public 
interest more than anything else, which interest primarily consists in the stability 
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of people’s possessions and their effective protection.
　It should be noted in addition that the two philosophers’ discussions of passive 
obedience have some historical connections with the Jacobite Rebellions of 1715 
and 1745. For both Berkeley and Hume, the Glorious Revolution of 1688 is not a 
thing of the past. Though they developed different theories, they agree that it is 
necessity to teach the public that they do have the obligation of obedience.
（哲学専攻　博士後期課程 2年）
